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Handedness and

Accident Proneness

Coren! recently reported that left-
handed subjects suffered more accidents
requiring medical attention (during the pre-
vious 2 years) than did right-handed sub-
jects (OR = 1.89,95% CI = 1.39, 2.58). He
hypothesized that the increased risk in left-
handed subjects may come from ““implicit
and explicit biases of the environment
toward maximal convenience of the right-
handed majority.”” In order for this hypoth-
esis to be viable, ambidextrous people,
who were combined with left-handers in
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Coren’s study, should be shown to have
fewer accidents than left-handers.

In 1989, Dr. Coren graciously pro-
vided me with his raw data. In our reanal-
ysis of his data, we trichotomized sub-
jects’ total handedness scores into
a left-handed (n = 113), ambidextrous (n
= 77) or right-handed (n = 1553) category.
A 2 (male vs female) by 3 (handedness
category) analysis of variance revealed
that the total number of injury categories
(range: 0-5; mean = 0.62; SD = 0.91)2
varied across the three handedness cate-
gories (F = 5.50; df = 2, 1739; P = .004),
and that males suffered more injury cate-
gories than did females (F = 16.60;df = 1,
1739, P = .0001). There was no interaction
between gender and handedness catego-
ries (F = 0.70; df = 2, 1739; P = .50).
Figure 1 illustrates these results.

Pairwise Tukey HSD tests revealed
that ambidextrous subjects suffered acci-
dents in more injury categories than did
right-handed or left-handed subjects (P <
.05), but that there was no difference be-
tween right-handed vs left-handed subjects.
Nonparametric statistical analyses paral-
leled these results. Cochran-Mantel-Haen-
zel (CMH) tests,? controlling for the gender
effect (CMH = 31.85; df = 1; P < .001),
revealed that there was a significant differ-
ence among the three handedness groups
with respect to the occurrence vs nonoccur-
rence of an accident in any category (CMH
= 17.28; df = 2; P < .001), but that the
handedness accident odds ratio was similar
across gender (x2 = 0.80;df = 1; P = .37)4
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FIGURE 1—Mean number of injury
categories in relation to
handedness category.

Pairwise CMH tests, also controlling for
gender, revealed that more accidents oc-
curred in ambidextrous than in either right-
handed subjects (CMH = 16.39;df = 1; P <
.001; OR = 2.52, 95% CI = 1.61, 3.94) or
left-handed subjects (CMH = 5.81; df = 1;
P = .02; OR = 1.57,95% CI = 1.09, 2.26),
but that left-handed vs right-handed sub-
jects did not differ with respect to accident
history (CMH = 1.13;df = 1; P = .29; OR
= 1.24, 95% CI = 0.87, 1.79).

These results suggest that ambidex-
trous people, rather than left-handed people
experience more accidents than right-
handed people. Although further investiga-
tion is needed, the relatively greater inci-
dence of accidents in ambidextrous than in
left-handed people weakens Coren’s “right-
handed world” hypothesis.! Biological or
psychological hypotheses may ultimately
prove more viable, although the literature
does not allow one to draw firm conclusions
as to ways in which ambidextrous and left-
handed people differ. O
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Coren Responds

The reanalysis of my data by Daniel
and Yeo and their finding that ambi-
handed individuals are more susceptible
to accident related injuries is quite inter-
esting. It suggests that some additional as-
pects of handedness may be of importance
in determining accident susceptibility be-
sides simple sinistrality; however, these
results do not cause me to abandon the
hypothesis that left-handers are more sus-
ceptible to accidents.

Ambi- or mixed-handedness is a
characteristic that is more closely associ-
ated with left- than with right-handedness.
Part of the reason for this is that left-
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